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ABSTRACT 	  	   The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004 mandated all schools 
districts with federal meal programs to establish school local wellness policies (LWP), to be 
implemented in the 2006-07 school year, in order to provide standards for nutrition 
education, physical activity, a plan to measure implementation and the assurance that all 
foods in the school environment were not less restrictive than the United States Department 
of Agriculture (USDA).  Farm to School is a program that has broad appeal and a growing 
record of success to introduce healthy nutrition information and healthy food choices through 
curriculum and many different types of hands-on activities.  The question in this research 
project is whether the Iowa elementary schools that have a Farm to School program find 
them to be a part of their strategy to meet the objectives of the school LWP.  
 A survey was sent to all Iowa elementary school principals to: confirm the presence 
of a school LWP and their compliance with all the objectives, to ask about Farm to School 
participation and its impact on the school LWP, questions about the school environment and 
culture, and demographic information.   
 The data received from respondents who have a Farm to School program in their 
school confirm they believe it positively impacts compliance and implementation of their 
school LWP.   	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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Background: School Local Wellness Policy 
 
 Over the past decade, the rate of obesity in children surged, which prompted 
Congress to enact legislation that would formalize and encourage the role schools play in 
children’s nutrition.  Because schools are a place where children spend a significant amount 
of time each weekday, they have the potential to be a critical component of promoting health 
through appropriate nutrition and physical exercise. Section 204 of the Child Nutrition and 
WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004 (Pub. L. 108-265), required each local educational agency 
(LEA) participating in the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) and/or the School 
Breakfast Program (SBP) to establish a school local wellness policy (LWP) by school year 
2006.  This policy is a written document of official policies that provide guidance to the local 
school district’s efforts to establish an environment that “promotes students’ health, well-
being, and ability to learn by supporting healthy eating and physical activity” (USDA	  2014a).  
Additional requirements were added through the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 
(HHFKA) 
(http://www.fns.usda.gov/sites/default/files/Local_School_Wellness_Proposed_Rule_022614
.pdf). The main components of the plan are to include: public involvement in the process of 
establishment and implementation; specific goals on nutrition promotion, education, physical 
activity and other activities that promote student wellness; nutrition guidelines for all foods 
and beverages; policies for food and beverage marketing; annual progress reports with public 
updates; updates when appropriate; and a triennial assessment to monitor compliance and 
progress made.  The chart below provides more detailed information.   
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Local School Wellness Policies 
(LWP): 
Comparison Chart of 2004 vs. 2010 
Requirements 
 
 
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
 2004 
Requirements 
Child Nutrition 
WIC 
Reauthorization 
Act 
2010 Requirements 
Healthy, Hunger‐Free Kids Act 
Overview Directs local educational 
agencies (LEAs) to have a 
LWP in place for each school 
under its jurisdiction. 
Strengthens LWPs and adds 
requirements for public 
participation, transparency, and 
implementation. 
Elements of 
the Local 
School 
Wellness 
Policy 
LWP to include, at a 
minimum, goals for nutrition 
education, physical activity, 
and other school‐based 
activities to promote student 
wellness, as well as nutrition 
guidelines for all foods 
available on school campus. 
In addition to the 2004 requirements, 
the LWP is also to include goals for 
nutrition promotion. 
Stakeholder 
Involvement 
LEAs are required to involve 
parents, students, and 
representatives of the school 
food authority, the school 
board, school administrators, 
and the public in the 
development of LWP. 
In addition to the 2004 requirements, 
LEAs are now required to permit teachers 
of physical education and school health 
professionals to participate in the 
development of LWP. 
Stakeholder 
Participation 
The stakeholders named 
above are required to 
participate in the 
development of the LWP. 
In addition to the 2004 requirements, 
LEAs are now required to permit all 
stakeholders named above and in 2004 to 
participate in the implementation and 
periodic review and update of LWP. 
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Figure 1 continued 
 
Created by US Department of Agriculture’s Food and Nutrition Service (USDA FNS); US 
Department of Education (ED); and US Department of Health and Human Services, 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). (9/11; rev 6/17/13) 
 
In addition, in Iowa, in 2008 the legislature passed The Healthy Kids Act (HKA).  
The specifics are below: 
• Established nutritional content standards for food and beverages sold or provided 
on school grounds during the school day.  
Effective July 1, 2010. 
• Requires school districts and accredited non-public schools to ensure every 
student in grades K-5 has 30 minutes per day of physical activity and every 
Local Discretion LEAs can determine the specific 
policies appropriate for the schools 
under their jurisdiction, provided 
that those policies include all 
required elements specified in the 
Act. 
Same as 2004 requirement. 
Public 
Notification 
None. LEAs are required to inform and update 
the public (including parents, students, 
and others in the community) about the 
content and implementation of the LWP. 
Measuring 
Implementation 
LEAs are required to establish a 
plan for measuring 
implementation of the LWP. 
LEAs are required to periodically 
measure and make available to the public 
an assessment on the implementation of 
LWP, including the extent to which 
schools are in compliance with LWP, the 
extent to which the LWP compares to 
model LWP, and a description of the 
progress made in attaining goals of LWP. 
Local 
Designation 
LEAs are required to establish a 
plan for measuring LWP 
implementation to include 
delegating one or more persons 
with the responsibility for 
ensuring LWP compliance. 
LEAs are required to designate one or 
more LEA officials or school officials 
to ensure that each school complies 
with the LWP. 
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student in grades 6-12 has 120 minutes per week of physical activity.  
Effective July 1, 2009. 
• Requires every student to complete a course that leads to certification in 
cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) by the end of grade 12. Effective for the 
class of 2011-2012. 
• Requires Iowa’s Area Education Agencies (AEAs), or a consortium of two or 
more AEAs, to contract with a licensed dietitian.  
Effective July 1, 2009 (https://www.educateiowa.gov/documents/healthy-kids-
act/2013/04/healthy-kids-act-brochure-editable).  
Iowa has many resources that provide information to create a much more healthful 
school food and activity environment.  It is essential to continue to work on changing the 
school food environment and on providing nutrition education to every student.  The 
introduction of a school LWP is a vital first step.  It supports change by providing healthier 
standards for the food served in school lunches and snacks.  The components that address 
nutritional education can include everything from information in the curriculum to farm tours 
or visits from farmers to on-site Farmers Markets.  The components of the HKA provide 
additional ways to establish and implement policies that will support a healthier school 
environment. 
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Background: Farm to School Program 
 The National Farm to School Network began in 1996-97 from the desire to strengthen 
community food systems, strengthen family farms and improve student health by helping 
reduce childhood obesity.  It was formally established in 2007 as a collaborative of the Urban 
and Environmental Policy Institute, Occidental College and the Community Food Security 
Coalition.  In 2011, as a result of its growth, it became its own organization under the fiscal 
sponsorship of the Tides Center.  Farm to School provides resources and support for schools 
to source food locally and they provide agriculture, health and nutrition education 
opportunities, such as school gardens, farm field trips and cooking lessons.  Farm to School 
programs are specific to each community or school, which provide the opportunity to tailor 
them to meet their specific needs.  Farm to School programs also empower children and 
families by providing information that helps them make informed food choices. This creates 
the possibility of actual tangible and measureable change evidenced by positive student 
behavior and better food choices (http://www.farmtoschool.org/aboutus.php). 
 The mission of Farm to School aligns very well with that of the school LWP mandate 
from Congress.  Farm to School has many resources that can be used in classrooms, by food 
service directors and workers, and by administrators and parents alike.  In addition, there is 
now a competitive grant program whose funding will be of assistance to schools looking to 
make changes that cannot be addressed within their current budget.   
The Connection 
 School LWPs are now mandated.  They have to be created, implemented and 
evaluated, and the results need to be available to the public.  In Iowa, there is an excellent 
template that can be used for the creation of the school LWP (See Appendix C).  However, 
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while Congress did create a certain minimal set of objectives that must be met, they also left 
open the opportunity for schools to be creative when it comes to implementation.  That is 
where the Farm to School program could play a vital role.  The Farm to School Network and 
the USDA’s Farm to School Program have a broad spectrum of resources, many free, which 
could be used for each area of the required mandate.  Items available include: curriculum, 
how to connect with local farmers, recipes, newsletter templates, school garden information, 
menu planning for food service directors, market suggestions and many others.  They 
continue to work on evaluation templates.   
Thesis Background and Organization 
 This research project will focus on determining whether the Farm to School program 
can help achieve school LWP objectives. The benefit of this research project is to 
demonstrate a connection between a Farm to School program and school LWP. 
The thesis will begin with a review of current literature on the school LWP and Farm 
to School programs as well as information connecting the programs. The next section will 
describe methodology for the project. The following section will provide information on the 
results of the survey instrument and discussion of those results, followed by a conclusion.   
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
v Only 15% of school age children eat the recommended servings of 
vegetables each day and less than one-third eat the recommended servings of 
fruit. 
v 32% of children and adolescents are overweight or obese. 
v 1 in 3 children born in 2000 will become diabetic; 1 in 2 in the case of 
children of color. 
v 1 in 5 Americans now die from obesity-related factors. 
v Today’s children may be the first generation in American history to have a 
shorter life expectancy than their parents due to obesity, unhealthy eating 
habits and physical inactivity (Berkenkamp 2014). 
Overview 
 
This paper will focus on the question of whether having a Farm to School program in 
an Iowa elementary school contributes to meeting the objectives of the applicable school 
LWP.  My interest in connecting Farm to School projects to implementation is an initial 
attempt to look into ways to identify realistic and effective school practices and outcomes.  
Despite many challenges, schools are making progress in the area of nutrition education 
(Metos and Murtaugh 2011). 
 Schools must have healthy, fit students if they hope to achieve their educational 
objectives.  They have an unparalleled opportunity to promote children’s health by creating 
an environment where they have access to healthy food, participate in regular physical 
activity, and learn lifelong skills for healthy eating and active living (Story et al. 2008). 
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 “Because two of the required components [of the school LWP] addressed the process 
of developing and implementing wellness policies (implementation plan/person and 
stakeholder involvement), the process may be as important as the product.  Additionally, the 
specific content of nutrition guidelines, which was not analyzed, may be more important than 
simply having guidelines or not” (Hood et al. 2013, p.147).  Farm to School could be part of 
the process that can help meet the school LWP objectives.  Another author put it more 
directly: “The impact of any policy directed at the school food environment is likely to be 
affected by how well the policy is written” (Fox 2010, p. 1011).  Again, since Farm to School 
has many goals that align with the objectives of the school LWP, those linkages could be 
contributing factors in meeting the goals of the policy.   
 Collaboration between all stakeholders is critical to ensuring that policies and 
practices to healthier eating are implemented.  Having a diverse coalition will provide a 
broad level of knowledge and resources that will help support the coordinated approach 
necessary for success (http://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/shpps/2012/pdf/shpps-
results_2012.pdf). 
Elementary schools often have healthier food environments than either middle 
schools or high schools.  Experts use a 17-point scale to assess the health of food 
environments and in a 2008 report by Finkelstein and colleagues, the average elementary 
school food environment score was 9.2 on this 17-point scale, which was significantly higher 
(healthier) than in middle schools and high schools.  The survey items were related to 
childhood obesity (e.g. vending machine sales and school meals) and were chosen by 
reviewing prior published work, adopting items from existing secondary school surveys, and 
seeking expert advice (Turner and Chaloupka 2012).  
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 Children currently receive more than one fourth (26%) of their total energy intake 
from food they obtain and consume at school.  This indicates that no other institution has the 
level of influence and access to students as their school does.  That being the case, schools 
have the significant potential to influence children to make healthful dietary choices (Fox 
2010). 
A press release issued by United States Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack 
indicates he recognizes the importance of Farm to School programs in offering healthy, local 
food to school children.  In it he says that “through these efforts, schools continue to enhance 
the health of the school food environment, meet the new meal standards implemented last 
school year” 
(http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usda/usdahome?contentid=2013/10/0197.xml&contentidon
ly=true) [emphasis by author].  The Secretary of Agriculture sees a direct connection 
between the Farm to School program and the implementation of school LWPs. 
School Local Wellness Policy Legislation – History 
Because of the exponential growth of childhood obesity and the increased opportunity 
to choose competitive foods that have not met federal guidelines, school children today are in 
a much different situation than previous generations.  The school food environment is very 
different today than it was even a decade ago.  It can, however, have a large impact on the 
dietary intake of students (Story et al. 2008).  Because of the obesity epidemic in children, 
more attention is being paid to the role of schools in promoting healthier diets (Jaime and 
Lock 2009).  A different school environment does present challenges but recognizing its 
importance to a child’s nutrition also opens up many positive options for change. 
	   10 
Creation and implementation of a school LWP is a mandate of The Child Nutrition 
and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004 and the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010.  The 
policy states that each school LWP must include goals for nutrition education and physical 
activity, nutrition guidelines for all foods available, minimal standards at least as stringent as 
USDA regulations, and a plan for measuring implementation that included different 
stakeholders.  In 2010, the HHFKA added requirements for schools to share results of school 
LWP implementation with the public, making it critically important that they show 
compliance.    
Planning a school LWP requires a significant amount of effort from stakeholders, 
including volunteers and advocates. Advocates in community-based agencies, school Parent 
Teacher Associations/Parent Teacher Organizations, and on local school district wellness 
policy committees are necessary to ensure that the schools are planning and implementing 
efforts to maintain nutrition integrity district wide. Volunteer opportunities also exist, which 
help shape the nutrition integrity of schools (Bergman 2010).  In Iowa, schools have access 
to a template that can be used to help them draft their own school LWP (Appendix C). 
School Local Wellness Policy – Benefits 
Schools have the potential to have a large impact on students’ diets because children 
consume between 19 and 50 percent of their total daily calories at school (Story et al. 2008).  
More than 30 million youth participate in the NSLP, and an average of 10 million participate 
in the School Breakfast Program (SBP), and over half (59%) of the students receive free or 
reduced price meals so these are potent tools to improve their diets (Story et al. 2008).  
Because they are disproportionately affected by obesity, meals and snacks at school may be 
the only opportunity some low-income or minority students have to get healthful food.  
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Better choices and education about why they should make those choices could positively 
impact them immediately and in the future. 
Nearly all schools have completed their school LWP. With the policy in place and a 
requirement of public disclosure of compliance with the policy, it seems likely that school 
LWP councils will be looking for ways to fulfill the objectives, of which Farm to School 
could be one. This, then, brings us back to the reason for this research project. 
Food service directors believe that additional benefits of the school LWP has 
increased nutrition education and efforts to limit access to competitive food, defined as 
unhealthy snacks at school social events, food from vending machines, school stores, a la 
carte and snack carts, for example.  A positive unintended consequence is that staff nutrition 
also improves, which provides a positive model to students. While peer influence is 
important, so is modeled behavior by persons of authority.  Students observing teachers 
eating more healthfully can provide additional reinforcement to make good choices for meals 
and snacks. 
Nutrition education, one of the main components of a school LWP, is being shown to 
make significant immediate change and to open up the potential for children to learn how and 
why they should make certain food choices.  In light of the billions of dollars spent on food 
advertising, it will be important to give children (and parents) the knowledge they need to 
choose the most healthful options.  Also, because of the nature of peer support or pressure, 
learning and practicing in a community of peers offers a greater likelihood of lasting change. 
The American Dietetic Association’s position is that strong school LWPs create settings 
where children can learn about healthy nutrition and create the beginnings of lifelong healthy 
behaviors (Bergman 2010).  It also holds that one way the policies support nutrition integrity 
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is through coordinating nutrition education.  Funding remains one of the primary needs to 
support nutrition education in school curricula (Bergman 2010).  Because Farm to School is 
one program that has curriculum available, it can address the challenge of a coordinated 
strategy and funding.  Many of the resources through the Farm to School Network are free.  
Having already seen the strong effect that schools can have on students’ diet, it is 
easy to see why experts advocate for school policies that will teach children behaviors that 
can reduce obesity and associated health issues. School gardens, local food options in the a la 
carte menu, cooking lessons and farm field trips are just a few of the ways students are 
connecting with their food and learning about more healthful choices. 
School LWPs are associated with lower availability of less-healthy foods and 
beverage types and higher availability of healthful food types, according to another study, 
School Wellness Policies and Foods and Beverages Available in Schools.  Several studies 
have shown a positive effect of school LWP on nutrition education.  They are aligning with a 
set of state standards and nutrition education is being included in the curriculum.  Having a 
consistent set of objectives will also allow for evaluation and shared measurements, which 
will provide supportive data for those things that are successfully impacting students’ diets 
and lifestyles (Hood et al. 2013).  Nutrition guidelines do make a positive impact showing a 
decrease in total and saturated fat, an increase in fruit and vegetable availability and 
improvement in students’ dietary intake (Jaime and Lock 2009).  Again, the creation and 
implementation of school LWPs is having a marked impact on the actual food that children 
are being provided for meals and snacks by mandating that it meet healthier USDA 
nutritional standards. 
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Whenever legislation is mandated, there needs to be good supporting evidence to 
encourage implementation.  The obesity epidemic in children is one reason to make change.  
However, it is not the only reason.  From another American Dietetic Association article we 
learn that with the childhood obesity levels reaching epidemic proportions and a need for 
more healthful meals and more activity, elevating the importance of nutrition education and 
how it connects to academic achievement is another powerful connection that can impact 
support from teachers, parents and others  (Belansky et al. 2010). The school LWP 
legislation was largely driven by a need to address a negative issue, childhood obesity, but 
there are also positive impacts, including the one stated above, better academic achievement, 
along with better student behavior. 
School Local Wellness Policy Legislation – Challenges 
A consistent obstacle to successful implementation of school LWPs is their inherent 
complexity. Some believe that a local health council made up of additional stakeholders, for 
example, the food service director, school nurse, parents, teachers, public health officials, 
etc., could be the best mechanism to facilitate school-level policy development because a 
local school administrator may not know how to establish and implement a nutrition policy 
(Longley and Sneed 2009).  Having a diverse group of stakeholders invested in the local 
school LWP also presents the opportunity for more buy-in, which could certainly provide 
more long-term support. 
The professionals tasked with school LWPs admit to needing guidance: Food service 
directors and school administrators need strategies to improve adherence to the Institute of 
Medicine Nutrition standards, especially in relation to long-term sustainability and funding 
for the ingredients (Metos and Murtaugh 2011).  This was not considered an unfunded 
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mandate, but even prior to this legislation there were issues of the financial constraints put on 
school meal programs by current budget levels.  This is an issue that needs consideration, but 
will not be addressed in any substantive fashion within the scope of this research project. 
Impediments are not limited to lack of guidance, of course: some of the most 
significant barriers cited are competition from other school priorities (63%), lack of time in 
the school day (54%), resources available to implement the school LWP (46%), and tracking 
and monitoring of policy implementation (42%) (AFHK 2008).  Some of these barriers have 
created significant difficulties to implementation of the school LWP. The American Dietetic 
Association lists some additional barriers: the need to use food in fundraising, competition 
for the time of teachers and administrators, perception that school LWP is unnecessary, lack 
of staff and family support, lack of connection to power structure and lack of organizational 
structure (Longley and Sneed 2009). 
It is possible that diverse perspectives can alleviate some of the burden of complexity. 
The literature suggests that having a diverse group of stakeholders, including parents, public 
health officials, and physicians or other healthcare personnel, is more likely to create a 
scenario for success.  As stated in the legislation, there is a requirement for monitoring the 
implementation and success of the school LWP, but due to funding constraints and other 
competing priorities, it rarely happens (Metos and Murtaugh 2011). Despite some of the 
initial benefits from the changes in the policy, it is also important to have a more developed 
plan for implementation and a way to monitor and report progress.  
Student eating behaviors are impacted by school policy.  When creating their school 
LWP, the nutrition standards could include student access to competitive food offerings.  If 
vending machines, a la carte lines, snacks and school celebrations permit food that does not 
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meet school meal standards it could create a double standard and also provide students with 
unhealthy choices which would work against the objectives of the school LWP.  
Financial issues also have a profound impact on school lunch decisions.  For districts 
that have 60% or more students eligible for free and reduced priced lunches, the federal 
reimbursement rates for the 2013-14 school year are $2.95 for free, $2.55 for reduced price 
and $0.30 per paid lunch.  HHFKA reimbursement: Districts that have been certified as 
meeting the new standards under the Healthy Hunger Free Kids Act are eligible for an 
additional six-cent reimbursement per meal.  According to USDA, 80% of School Food 
Authorities (SFAs) have been certified as meeting the new meal pattern and are receiving the 
6 cents reimbursement as of September 2013 (Eating Our Peas and Carrots: Strategies for 
Expanding K-12 Access to Fruits and Vegetables Through Supply Chain Innovation and 
Investment, JoAnne Berkenkamp).  Regardless of whether schools receive the additional 6 
cent reimbursement through the HHFKA or not, meeting nutrition guidelines with the budget 
is still one of the biggest challenges. 	  
School Local Wellness Policy Legislation – Evaluation 
In Metos and Murtaugh’s study, Words or Reality: Are School District Wellness 
Policies Implemented? A Systematic Review of the Literature, there are no consistent 
characteristics within types of schools that indicate what makes them most likely to 
implement the school LWP.  And, although school LWPs have been mandated for all 
schools, research focusing on results from the implementation of the policy is currently non-
existent (Metos and Murtaugh 2011).   
As with all evaluation, it is important to have the right instrument from which to 
gather information.  In a study of Virginia schools, Smith, Capogrossi and Estabrooks 
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examined the effects of using standard templates for consistent policies.  They found that 
even among schools using templates, only a small number (17%) of all school LWPs met 
federal guidelines. Even with limitations (policies random but not evaluated; the possibility 
that the template was part of policy development training process; and, the only assessment 
was written documents with no evaluation of school environments to determine policy 
implementation), their findings suggest that simple templates are not the answer (Smith, 
Capogrossi and Estabrooks 2012).  Smith et al do conclude, however, that “school wellness 
policies may provide the spark to implement environmental changes” and that “local 
engagement in the creation of these policies may be most important” (Smith, Capogrossi and 
Estabrooks 2012, p. 304 and 308). That bodes well for programs like Farm to School, which 
could help schools meet the requirements more easily and thus create real change in the 
nutrition children are getting through school.  So many of the programs and objectives of 
Farm to School already align with the mandates in the school LWP to provide healthier food 
choices and education to support the reason for those choices.  Along with that, there are 
many resources that can also help many of the stakeholders, including food service directors, 
extension professionals, farmers, administrators and others whose support will be vital to the 
successful implementation of not just the policy but the practices that will change the school 
lunch system. 
While it is true that nearly all schools have a school LWP in place, it is also true that 
there are many stakeholders and competing interests that impact the actual implementation of 
the written policy.  Having a school LWP in place is necessary and valuable, but if the 
requirement for implementing the objectives is to be fulfilled, there will need to be more 
attention given to providing the resources to do so. In a 2006 School Health Policies and 
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Programs Study (SHPPS), teachers ranked nutrition and dietary behavior as the topic for 
which they most wanted staff development and training (Story et al. 2008).  The willingness 
to implement the nutrition education component of the school LWP is evident, but educators 
need the tools to do so. 
It is important to note that policy development has not translated to successful 
implementation and monitoring.   Only 12-14 percent of students were in a district where 
reporting to the public on implementation efforts was required (Chriqui et al. 2013).   
Nationwide, much less than half (44%) of the districts evaluated the implementation of 
school LWPs and even fewer (39%) made the information available to the public.  Seventeen 
percent of the districts have no evaluation plan 
(http://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/shpps/2012/pdf/shpps-results_2012.pdf).  A significant 
problem right now is that we only have half the picture. 
There are also discrepancies in how staff assesses their own school LWPs.  Action for 
Healthy Kids did a survey that showed the majority of superintendents (77%) thought their 
school was implementing their school LWP but only 54% of school principals felt the same 
(AFHK 2008).  It also states that tracking of the school LWP is as important as the 
development of the policy, but it is not given the necessary attention in most districts, and in 
some there is no intent to track progress.  Only Kansas has enacted ongoing monitoring of 
school LWPs (AHFK 2008). If stakeholders were evaluating data on a regular basis, it would 
allow them to assess their progress and then develop and improve strategies.  This would, in 
turn, hopefully translate into a better food environment for students.   
Ongoing monitoring is an area where many school LWPs can improve.  To have truly 
effective evaluation that would provide data not only for the local school, but also for the 
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entire school LWP mandate from Congress, there must be a good foundation laid, with all 
required information in place in order to create a replicable set of measurements.  However, 
based on a 2010-11 study, less than half of the students were in a district with a school LWP 
that included all the required elements, which was a decrease from the 2009-10 school year 
(54%) (Chriqui et al. 2013).  While there is still a wide gap in compliance, mainly because 
many (39%) districts have not adopted competitive food and beverage guidelines, there has 
been progress to implement, strengthen or increase the strength of all the required policy 
elements.  The most comprehensively addressed component of the wellness policies is 
nutrition education.  They are also increasingly addressing school meal provisions.  
However, policy provisions for competitive foods and beverages are the weakest components 
(Chriqui et al. 2013).  For this research project, the nutrition education component is one of 
the most important and the competitive food and beverage component is less important, but 
for a good overall evaluation, all objectives should be addressed equally. 
Both the development of the school LWP and the mandate to evaluate and share 
results publicly are still relatively new practices (only in place since 2006 and 2010, 
respectively), but in order to determine the value of the school LWPs, it is imperative to have 
data by which they can be measured.  Since there were only a few years between the 
requirement to develop and begin to implement a school LWP and the additional mandate for 
evaluation and public disclosure was added, the literature indicates that little has been done 
with the evaluation component.  
 In one study in which school food practices were examined, it was shown that 
between school years 2006-07 and 2009-10, there was only minimal change (from 50.1 on a 
100-point scale to 53.3).  Practices like offering healthier lunch items improved over time, 
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but a prevalence of key practices is still low (Turner and Chaloupka 2012). In addition, four 
years after the wellness policy mandate, there are still many schools that have not 
implemented changes to improve the school food environment (Turner and Chaloupka 2012).   
There is little scientific evidence for policymakers about whether school LWPs are 
effective and if they are, which ones have the potential to most significantly impact dietary 
behavior (Briefel et al. 2009). Studying environmental and policy influences on nutrition and 
eating behaviors is a new and growing science.  At this juncture in time, there are few well-
articulated theoretical models to test the interactions among personal, social and 
environmental factors.  And, little research has been done on which parts of the food 
environment are more influential than others or which will be most feasible, effective or 
influential to improve the food environment (Story et al. 2008).  
Farm to School – History 
 The National Farm to School Network (NFSN) started with a handful of schools in 
the late 1990s.  It was initially led by staff from the Community Food Security Coalition 
(CFSC) and the Urban and Environmental Policy Institute (UEPI) at Occidental College.  It 
is now a project of the Tides Center.  In 2007, the NFSN was formally launched by a 
collaborative of over 30 organizations.  There are currently approximately 38,629 schools in 
all 50 states, along with a national staff, eight Regional Lead Agencies, 51 State Leads, a 17-
member advisory board and thousands of Farm to School supporters.  This translates to 43% 
of United States schools with over 21 million students engaged.  In addition, there are 26 
states with supportive policies and over $355 million was spent on local food through 
connection with this program (http://www.farmtoschool.org/about).  
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 Farm to School focuses on the connection between communities and local food 
producers by targeting schools and preschools to advocate for purchasing local products. 
Along with local food procurement and promotion, the NFSN also supports school gardens 
and education activities related to agriculture, food, health or nutrition.  Schools also 
incorporate nutrition-based curriculum and provide experiential learning opportunities.  Farm 
to School in California is seen as a vehicle for nutrition education 
(http://www.farmtoschool.org/Resources/Growing_Movement_%20Decade_of_F2S_in_Cali
fornia.pdf). 
Farm to School programs are premised on the assumption that if students are 
personally connected to their food, either through school gardens or getting to know the 
producers for some of the products they eat at school, that will translate into positive attitudes 
about healthy food and they will develop healthy eating habits at an early age (Joshi, Azuma 
and Feenstra 2008).  Even before the mandate of school LWPs, Farm to School programs 
were being used to develop comprehensive food and nutrition policies through mandating 
preferential purchasing of local foods when possible, supporting nutrition education or school 
gardens, and establishing strict standards for foods offered at school (Joshi, Azuma and 
Feenstra 2008).   
Farm to School can provide a platform for a diverse group of stakeholders (parents, 
teachers, food service, farmers, school nurses, gardeners, school board members) to come 
together on common issues.  Furthermore, policies at the school, district and state levels can 
play a significant role in the development and sustainability of Farm to School programs.  In 
Davis Joint Unified School District (DJUSD), they have moved ahead with the creation of a 
comprehensive Wellness Policy that will help support the goals of Farm to School 
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(http://www.farmtoschool.org/Resources/Growing_Movement_%20Decade_of_F2S_in_Cali
fornia.pdf). 
The importance of offering children nutritious food that they will eat was emphasized 
by all of the school food service personnel (SFSP) with whom the authors spoke.  In addition 
to their need to comply with federal and local nutrition guidelines, the SFSPs talked about 
their goals to “‘encourage healthier choices at schools,’ to provide children with the ‘freshest 
possible,’ and to ‘provide the best quality and nutritious food we can get to the kids we 
serve’” (Izumi, Alaimo and Hamm 2010). Nationwide support for Farm to School programs 
is increasing – more than 1,900 programs in 2010 (up from 400 in 2005) by connecting 
students to local food.   
Farm to School – Benefits 
 The recent USDA Survey shows that one third (31%) of Iowa’s school districts have 
a Farm to School program and another 15% plan to start one in the future. This information 
coincides with the percentage of respondents from the survey for this research project who 
replied affirmatively to having a Farm to School program at their school.  Iowa school 
districts that bought local in 2011-12 spent an estimated $19,521,905 on school food, with 
$1,083,050 of that directed locally.  Forty-six percent of the districts will buy local again.  In 
addition, 11% of the schools have a school garden on site 
(http://www.fns.usda.gov/farmtoschool/census#/state/ia).  
Some general benefits for students include: increased fruit and vegetable 
consumption; increased physical activity; increased knowledge about gardening, agriculture, 
healthy food, local food, seasonality; willingness to try new and healthy food and choosing 
healthier options in the cafeteria and at home; overall academic achievement; and, improved 
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life skills, self-esteem and social skill.  Benefits to the school can be increased meal 
participation, increased offerings of fruits and vegetables, better waste management policies, 
improved morale, increased knowledge of food service staff and positive diet and lifestyle 
changes of teachers  (http://www.farmtoschool.org/Resources/BenefitsFactSheet.pdf). 
In addition, supporters of Farm to School claim there are diverse benefits of the 
program.  One decade-long study of Farm to School in California found the following: 
• Understanding the impacts of the cost benefit analysis of beginning and 
sustaining a Farm to School program to determine if it will be financially 
viable. 
• Increase in local food procurement. 
• Increase in farmer income. 
• Ready-made curriculum to help initiate and expand a Farm to School 
program. 
(http://www.farmtoschool.org/Resources/Growing_Movement_%20Decade_of_F2S_in_Cali
fornia.pdf). 
 
Advocates assert that Farm to School programs can improve children’s diets, which 
helps meet nutrition guidelines in school LWPs without straining school food service 
budgets.  This is supported by a study of school food service professionals (SFSPs) and other 
participants in Farm to School programs; the results show the SFSPs do so to help them meet 
their school food program’s financial and nutrition objectives (Izumi, Alaimo and Hamm 
2008; Izumi et al. 2006).  SFSPs are interested in a Farm to School project because it helps 
them meet their food service program goals and it allows them to support their community 
(Izumi, Alaimo and Hamm 2010).   
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 As part of the new legislation around school meals, SFSPs must comply with strict 
standards and having resources that help them with menu planning and procurement issues is 
very valuable information.  Most are willing to prioritize making local purchases, but with 
limited time for ordering and processing, they need resources to help them learn how to 
resolve these issues and Farm to School has them.   
Although not formally considered a Farm to School program, The School Lunch 
Initiative is a project by likeminded non-profit organizations with many of the same 
objectives, including “…bringing young people into a new relationship with food as part of 
their educational experience in school…[being] involved in the growing, cooking and sharing 
of food at the table – as well as learning about it in the curriculum – and it is reinforced with 
a healthy, nutritious school lunch, [so that] they will develop not only lifelong habits of 
healthy eating but also values that support a sustainable future” (Rauzon et al. 2010, p. 7).  
This is one concrete example of a program that is utilizing many of the same principles and 
objectives espoused by the NFSN and showing how they can help create success through 
nutritious meals and education that comply with the school LWP.   
 The School Lunch Initiative showed that students attending the elementary schools 
with highly developed School Lunch Initiative components had higher nutrition knowledge 
scores than those attending the schools with the lesser-developed School Lunch Initiative 
components (Rauzon et al. 2010).  When students are taught nutrition education by trained 
staff, offered meals with fresh fruits and vegetables served in an appealing way and have 
information about nutrition and environment integrated in their curriculum – they increase 
their food knowledge and preference for healthy foods (Rauzon et al. 2010).  A program like 
this (similar to Farm to School) shows the immediate benefit in changes to the current food 
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environment and alludes to certain metrics that could be created for the evaluation 
component.  
Along with a “learning laboratory,” school garden programs are often linked to 
academic curriculum (science, nutrition, writing), so they can have a two-fold benefit of 
giving students a hands-on opportunity to grow some of their own food, and educating them 
about the benefits of doing so. Hands-on activities have been shown to increase preference 
for vegetables (Izumi et al. 2006).  “School gardens are another strategy for improving 
nutrition and educational outcomes in school settings, but scant research has been conducted 
to evaluate outcomes associated with gardening programs” (Joshi, Azuma and Feenstra 2008, 
p. 31). There is evidence that teachers perceive gardens to be somewhat to very effective at 
positively impacting academic performance, physical activity, language arts, and healthful 
eating habits. There was clear benefit when students received nutritional education and the 
hands-on gardening, as opposed to simply receiving the nutritional education.  
Farm to School can provide a strategy for helping meet the nutrition standards from 
the USDA, which are in all likelihood, also in the school LWP.   It also has the potential to 
positively influence students’ eating behaviors, and provide curricular connections, which 
further encourages the desired behaviors to occur (Colasanti, Matts and Hamm 2009).  In 
Farm to School schools, there is direct benefit to the children through having more direct 
access to fresh foods, experiential nutrition education and role modeling of healthful food 
choices  (Carlsson and Williams 2008). 
Farm to School – Challenges 
 Every five years, Congress passes The Agricultural Act of (insert year) 2014, which 
covers food, agriculture and nutrition policy.  The 2008 Farm Bill allowed, and encouraged, 
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schools and other institutions to use geographic preference to purchase local food.  This was 
good news for the SFSPs who expressed interest in purchasing local (if price and quality 
were equal); however, federal and state procurement regulations are still the barriers to 
buying local they cite most frequently (Colasanti, Matts and Hamm 2009). 
 A significant challenge to starting and maintaining a Farm to School program in a 
local school is having a champion willing to provide oversight and support to all the 
stakeholders.  Addressing something as comprehensive as the school meal and snack 
program takes many resources, including time for research, partnership development, 
strategic planning and support for the implementation and evaluation of the program. 
 Farm to School posits that nutrition education, hands-on activities and well-planned 
meals with local ingredients will lead to better choices and less food waste.  However, a 
current issue facing Congress is whether to relax standards and allow schools to implement 
the new regulations incrementally because they have been told children are not eating the 
meals that meet the new criteria and there is more waste.  From the School Nutrition 
Association, there is information that indicates revenue from school lunches has declined, as 
has participation and trying to meet the nutrition standards is extremely difficult because they 
are so complex (http://www.schoolnutrition.org/Blog2.aspx?id=20479&blogid=564). 
 In Iowa, some school kitchens have been turned into reheating stations where food is 
no longer prepared on site, but arrives fully cooked so it only needs to be warmed and served.  
This can save time and money on staffing, but does not always provide the most healthful 
option.  Lengthy transportation time, or overcooking can decrease the nutritional value of the 
food and also impact the quality and taste.  In addition, there are financial issues that impact 
the school meal program, including revenue that would be required for new cooking 
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facilities, equipment and staff training, and potential increase in price for local products 
(although geographic preference does help mitigate this issue).  
 Many local producers have not scaled up and this makes them much more difficult to 
work with from the business perspective.  Most SFSPs are able to order the products they 
need from a company that provides them consistent product, ease of ordering, timely 
distribution, product that is already processed and which has professional invoicing.  Many 
local producers are still not able to provide those amenities, and this makes working with 
them much more time-consuming for the SFSPs.     
Farm to School – Evaluation 
 It is clear that more evaluation needs to be done to provide data and evidence to 
support the premise that Farm to School is actually contributing to meeting the guidelines of 
a school LWP.  Peer-reviewed research evaluating Farm to School programs is limited.  
However, anecdotal reports suggest that Farm to School may be an effective way to promote 
healthy eating.  Food service directors report that including local produce in school meals 
and snacks increases their students’ fruit and vegetable intake.  Hands-on activities like taste 
tests and school gardens give students a chance to try new food and learn how their food is 
grown (Izumi et al. 2006). 
 Evaluation studies are still few and far between, and have many different designs, but 
the findings are consistent.  Farm to School programs result in students eating more fruits and 
vegetables per day (cafeteria, classroom, home), making positive lifestyle changes, and 
increasing their knowledge about healthful eating (Joshi, Azumi and Feenstra 2008).  From 
the HHFKA of 2010 adding a required evaluation that can be provided to the public, this is a 
challenge that will need to be addressed immediately. 
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 Some important results from this study: 
• Of 15 studies reviewed for this article, 11 assessed student dietary behavior 
changes from Farm to School programs. 
• Of 8 salad bar programs, 7 found an increase in the range of 25% to 84% 
more fruit and vegetable servings consumed by students. 
• One study reported that 75% of students with the Farm to School salad bar 
chose a balanced meal with adult interventions compared to 46% of control 
students. 
• Another of the 8 salad bar programs reported a reduction in the amounts of 
total calories, cholesterol, and total fat in students’ daily diets as a result of the 
Farm to School program. 
• The program with the non-salad bar model still found that 60% of the students 
reported eating more fruit as compared to a previous year when the Farm to 
School program was not operational. 
• Of the two programs using local foods in classroom-based education, one 
demonstrated that 51% of the students reported eating more fruits and 
vegetables as a result, while the other reported no change. 
• A total of 7 studies reported a substantial increase in student participation in 
the school meal program (from 1.3% to 16%).  Along with a more healthful 
meal, this can also provide more revenue for the school food service program, 
which can help purchase more local products.   
• One study interviewed students and found that 44% preferred the Farm to 
School meal over what was served before the program was initiated at the 
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school (meal participation rates in Farm to School programs typically peak 
when the program is started, then decline somewhat, but are maintained at 
levels higher than pre-Farm to School program. 
• Three Farm to School programs that included nutrition education also reported 
positive changes in student attitudes about trying out new, healthy foods. 
• Up to 71% of surveyed teachers at a school with an operational Farm to 
School program reported making changes to their dietary behaviors as a result 
of the program. 
• Teacher and staff participation in the school meal program increased markedly 
at one school from 1.9% (6 lunches per month) to 28.8% (133 lunches per 
month). 
• At another site, teachers and school staff chose Farm to School salad bar an 
average of 14 to 1 times more often than the hot lunch. 
• Although limited, there are some indications that children who attend a school 
with a Farm to School program are exhibiting changes at home, i.e. improved 
family diet, buying more local foods, willingness to pay more for a school 
lunch that included local products, and the belief that nutrition lessons would 
impact their long-term food choices. 
There were limitations to these findings: lack of rigorous evaluation design, data 
gathered by people who participated in the Farm to School program, limited number of study 
designs with a control group, few had statistical analyses.  But, the studies were chosen 
because the evaluation findings were backed up by clearly described methodologies and data 
(Joshi, Azuma and Feenstra 2008). 
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Despite the mandated changes to the school LWP to include evaluation and public 
dissemination of progress made in meeting the objectives, this still is not happening on a 
regular basis in the majority of the schools (Story et al. 2008).  As with the school LWP, 
Farm to School programs find it challenging “to devise common evaluation indicators that 
are relevant to programs across the spectrum” (Joshi, Azuma, Feenstra 2008, p. 5).  However, 
should schools choose to implement a Farm to School program, there is a resource that would 
enable them to do so, titled, Bearing Fruit: Farm to School Program Evaluation Resources 
and Recommendations. Even though there may not be a significant body of information 
about the impacts of the Farm to School program at this time, in this publication, the topics 
covered could clearly assist in evaluating a school LWP.  They include: student impacts 
(knowledge, attitudes and behavior); teacher impacts; policy impacts; food service impacts; 
parent impacts; and, farmer impacts (Joshi, Azuma and Feenstra 2008).  
Summary: What’s the Connection? 
 Every school is unique, and every project, program or policy is unique, but there are 
common themes between them that warrant exploration (Carlsson and Williams 2008).  It 
seems imperative that one of the next steps should include development of a set of common 
measurements that could be used to determine progress of the how the objectives of the 
school LWP are being met.  There is still little empirical research, but theoretical and logical 
reasons indicate they do impact individual, family, school, or community food security  
(Carlsson and Williams 2008).  And, “For Farm to School programs, more research is needed 
to determine the specific benefits to students, schools, and farmers; how to overcome 
obstacles; and the role of community partners” (Carlsson and Williams 2008, p. 411). 
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 Several objectives in the school LWPs could be met through a Farm to School 
program at the local level.  For instance, to help meet the nutrition education objective - 
professional development days using resources from Farm to School can provide great 
opportunities to educate teachers and school administrators on the educational and nutritional 
benefits of healthful food choices (Carlsson and Williams 2008). To actually provide 
ingredients that meet the new USDA guidelines, Farm to School would be valuable because 
they can help link local farmers providing fresh locally grown produce to school food service 
cafeterias and school gardening programs.  For long-term change, classroom nutrition 
education can be used to complement changes in the school environment to increase 
students’ skills for adopting healthy lifestyles (Story et al. 2008). 
 Current agricultural policies have helped make food environments less healthy for 
Americans because they are not currently aligned with national public health and nutrition 
goals.  Food and farming policies should advance the health and well-being of Americans 
(Story et al. 2008).  Farm to School is a leading resource for information about national, state 
and local policies, and they provide information designed to empower families to make 
informed choices that strengthen their local economy.   
Summary: What’s the Problem? 
 Neither the school LWPs nor the Farm to School programs are being adequately 
evaluated – separately or as they relate to each other. It is clear, say Longley and Sneed 
(2009) that further research is needed to establish how school LWP implementation 
progresses and is evaluated. In addition, “…there are few research reports of successful 
multi-component, community-driven, school-based programs that integrate lessons about 
food, the environment and nutrition taught in garden and cooking classes within the academic 
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school day while simultaneously making extensive changes to the school food environment” 
(Rauzon et al. 2010, p. 5) 
 There is currently no template with a set of metrics for evaluation for either program.  
However, here is a short list of indicators that could help establish a baseline of activity in the 
school food environment:  
• School that has a Farm to School program that meets one or more of the 
school LWP objectives 
• Parents and the community who are engaged in nutrition education and the 
school’s LWP.  
• A school LWP that establishes goals for nutrition education, physical activity, 
and other activities that promote student health. 
• A school LWP that is being implemented and addresses evaluation and 
revisions. 
Indicators for Nutrition education being incorporated into the curricula could include 
the following: 
• School gardens and other local food production are integrated into the 
curricula. 
• Nutrition information about food items and menus is readily available. 
• School nutrition staff, administrators, and teachers participate in staff 
development to learn more about scientifically factual nutrition. 
• Nutrition integrated into all subject areas, including language arts, science, 
and mathematics. 
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• Nutrition education messages target specific behaviors, using multiple 
components, such as policy change and social marketing. 
• Nutrition education strategies are innovative and appeal to students’ interests 
and motivations. 
• School cafeteria is sued as a learning laboratory where students can apply 
nutrition content learned in the classroom. 
• School nutrition personnel are actively involved in nutrition education at the 
school level (Bergman 2010). 
This study specifically states that “Farm to School may be an innovative solution to 
improving the school environment and the quality of foods served” and goes on to say “the 
integration of nutrition and agriculture in the curriculum successfully increased nutrition 
awareness among students as well as faculty and staff” (Bergman 2010, p. 1249). 
 Taking a creative approach to delivering messages about healthful lifestyles, 
including nutrition choices, increases the probability of success.  Some of these creative 
approaches were mentioned above in the listing about curricula.  “Fifty hours of nutrition 
education in the classroom that is based on sequential instruction and skill-building, and that 
incorporates family involvement, is needed to impact behavior change” (Bergman 2010, p. 
1250).  In addition, it has been documented that innovative, hands-on, and behaviorally-
focused teaching strategies enhance healthful eating.  An evidence-based, collaborative 
approach requires a well-funded and comprehensive nutrition education and promotion 
platform (Bergman 2010). 
 In summary, additional research questions to consider as a result of data from this 
thesis are: 1) to confirm that the principals are the right target audience, and 2) to explore 
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what specific components of Farm to School would help Iowa elementary schools meet their 
LWP and the best way to get that message to the appropriate school LWP administrator.   
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 
Survey Instrument and Procedure 
Iowa elementary schools were identified for participation by using the Iowa 
Department of Education’s 2013-2014 Iowa Public School Building Directory spreadsheet.  
Schools were excluded if they were a charter school or a regional education agency.  An 
exemption from the IRB was received for the survey (see Appendix A).  While 
acknowledging that the school LWP are required at a district level, in the survey the 
respondents were asked to reply based on the policy used in their building.   
A census survey (targeting the entire population of interest rather than only a sample) 
(see Appendix B) was sent through Qualtrics to 588 single school building administrators 
and 64 multiple school-building administrators for a total of 720 elementary school 
buildings.  They were chosen because they were most likely to be involved with the school 
LWP development and implementation because of their administrative responsibilities at the 
school.  They have the most to lose or gain by participating in, or not participating in the 
school LWP.  The questions were exactly the same, and the only difference was in the 
introductory paragraph.  The multiple-school principals were asked to respond for the school 
at which they spent the most time. The survey included an introductory email with the 
hyperlinked URL for the survey.  The majority of the questions were close-ended. A few 
questions were copied from the USDA Farm to School Census 
(http://www.fns.usda.gov/farmtoschool/census/#/page/about).  
The 25-question survey was generally broken into three parts: 
1. Information requested about applicable School LWP 
2. Information requested about their Farm to School program 
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3. Demographic information 
Two follow-up reminders were sent through Qualtrics.  The survey was activated on 
April 22, 2014 and closed on May 9, 2014.  There were 91 surveys returned surveys, which 
is an overall response rate of 12.6%.  There were 86 responses to Question 1, which asked 
them if they were willing to participate.  98% said yes (84 respondents) and 2% said no (2 
respondents). 
Measures, Data Collection and Data Analysis 
 Information on school LWPs was gathered to determine if the school had a policy 
currently on file, and if that policy included the requisites from the USDA and HHFKA 2010 
which included the objectives of the policy and the means to provide public access to the 
results of the evaluation of the implementation.  It also asked about the people involved in 
the development and ongoing management of the policy. 
The first question in the Farm to School section was to determine if they had a Farm 
to School program at their building.  If so, they were asked for additional details including if 
they would be increasing the frequency of numbers or types of activities.  If they did not have 
a program, they were asked if they would consider having one in the future. I did use 4 
questions from the USDA Farm to School Survey to ask about the specific Farm to School 
programs/activities the school currently had in place, or was anticipating implementing in the 
future.   
 The respondents were then asked to give their best opinion on behavioral changes in 
children and parents since the implementation of Farm to School.  They were also asked if 
the lunch program participation increased with local products included.   
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 The final section asked demographic questions, about the respondents’ role in the 
school, the student body, the school district and about free and reduced lunch percentages.   
 Data analysis was through Qualtrics.  Chi-square tests were performed from cross 
tabulations.  Cross tabulations and Chi-squared will tell you whether classification on one 
nominal variable is related to classification on a second nominal variable.  This test will show 
whether there is a statistically significant relationship, but it does not prove causation.   
Demographic Information 
Data indicate that 73 surveys were completed and 64 of the respondents answered 
they were the person responsible for the implementation of the school LWP (Question 2). Of 
that number, 47, or 73% indicated they are the principal and 8, or 13% indicated they are the 
superintendent (Question 2). Ninety-seven percent are white (Figure 2), with only slightly 
more (2) female than male respondents.  Over three quarters of the respondents were between 
41 and 60 (Figure 3).  All respondents had a terminal degree, Masters or Ph.D.  The majority 
(72%), have been principals less than 10 years (Figure 4), and for 60% this was not their first 
assignment as principal. The largest number of respondents (72%) were from small 
towns/cities (<11,000), followed by urban cities (>35,001) at 21%.  Only 7% were from 
suburban size cities (between 11,001 and 35,000) (Figures 5 and 6).  The proportions are not 
exact in relation to the percentage of cities in each category, but the survey was a small 
sample (Figure 7). Sixty-nine percent had a student body between 251-500 students, followed 
by 16% with 101-250, 9% over 500 and 6% with less than 100 (Figure 8).  Again, although 
not in proportion, the size of school districts gathered from respondents (Figure 9) and all 
Iowa school districts (Figure 10) was not completely skewed.  All buildings had multiple 
grades.  And, like with the size of districts, while not exact, the respondents’ percentage of 
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free and reduced lunches (Figure 12) had similar proportions to the figures on state use of the 
program (Figure 11).   
Ethnicity of Respondents: 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 African American    4 6% 
2 Native American    1 2% 
3 Hispanic or Latino    3 5% 
4 White   
 
63 97% 
5 Asian/Pacific Islander    2 3% 
6 Other   
 
1 2% 
Figure 2 indicates the different ethnicities of respondents    
        
Age of Respondents: 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 20-30   
 
1 2% 
2 31-40   
 
12 18% 
3 41-50   
 
24 36% 
4 51-60   
 
27 41% 
5 61-70   
 
2 3% 
6 71-80  
 
0 0% 
 Total  66 100% 
Figure 3 indicates the different age groups of respondents 
 
Number of Years as Principal:        
 
  
Figure 4 shows the breakdown of years spent in the position of principal 
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Respondents School Location by City Size (Graph): 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Rural - 
town/city size 
< 11,000 
  
 
48 72% 
2 Suburban - town/city size    5 7% 
3 Urban - city size >35,001    14 21% 
 Total  67 100% 
Figure 5 provides data on the size of city in which the respondents’ school is located 
 
Respondents School Location by City Size (Chart): 
  
Figure 6 is a graph showing respondents’ school size by percentage  
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Iowa Cities by Size:   
  
       
Figure 7 shows percentage of cities in each of the categories used in the survey.  From 
http://www.iowa-demographics.com/cities_by_population 
 
 
 
 
 
Student Body Size of Respondent Schools: 
 
Figure 8 shows the percentage of schools based on student body size   
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Size of Respondents’ School District: 
            
Figure 9 shows the percentage of the respondents’ school district per size category  
           
 
 
 
 
Size of Iowa School Districts: 
 
Figure 10 shows the percentage of Iowa School districts per size category 
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Percentage of Free/Reduced Lunches in Respondents’ Schools for 2013-14: 
 
Figure 11 indicates the percentages of free and reduced lunches served 
         
Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunches in Iowa Elementary Schools for 2013-14: 
 
Figure 12 shows the percentage of free and reduced lunches served in Iowa elementary 
schools.  Information from: https://www.educateiowa.gov/document-type/building-
level-1 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
My literature review indicated that evaluation on either of the two subjects of my 
paper – the applicable school LWP and the Farm to School program – is still infrequent and 
has not specifically targeted the connection between Farm to School programs and the school 
LWP implementation.  Neither program (school LWPs or Farm to School) has a clear and 
consistent plan for evaluation.  In one article regarding Farm to School evaluation, it said, 
“Thirty-eight farm-to-school evaluation reports and studies were reviewed for this article.  
Most of them were written as progress or evaluation reports to funding agencies.  Only 4 
were peer-reviewed, though 3 of those did not address program outcomes and impacts” 
(Joshi, Azuma and Feenstra 2008, p. 232).  
From the first section on the school LWP, the fact that nearly 20% of the respondents’ 
school buildings do not have a school LWP that meets the requirements will create the first 
problem in looking for implementation assessment and evaluation data.  It is unknown 
whether they incorporate nutrition education into other areas of their curriculum, if it is 
simply absent or if the principal did not understand the question.   
 Over half (58%) of the respondents do not have a system in place for assessment, 
which is one of the requirements from the HHFKA of 2010.  This study did not ask for 
reasons to be given if the answer was “no,” so it is unknown why they have not implemented 
an assessment plan.  But, thirty respondents provided information about the person or team 
that makes up the team that is assigned to assess the school LWP (see Figure 13), which 
gives them the infrastructure necessary to begin the process at sometime in the future.  The 
following is a breakdown of the number of members on a school LWP assessment team:  
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1. Twelve respondents said they had one member on the team 
2. Three respondents had two members on the team 
3. Three respondents had three members on the team 
4. Four respondents had four members on the team 
5. Five respondents had five members on the team 
6. Three respondents had six members on the team 
The members of the teams with more than one person come from one of the following 
different positions: principal, school nurse, school food service staff, teacher, other, 
curriculum coordinator and parent/volunteer – in descending order. 
One third of the schools have a Farm to School program. Of those who responded,  
most indicated they had multiple activities in their program (see Figure 14).  In order of top 
choice, here are the activities chosen: serving local food products in school meals and school 
gardens tied at 65%; local food educational activities (55%) – farmers in the classroom, field 
trips to a farm or farmers market, or educational session for parents and community 
members; 50% chose serving local food in classroom; Farm to School concepts in curriculum 
(35%); general promotion of local foods at school (30%); three choices tied at 20% - food 
coaches, community events and celebrating Farm to School month; and vending/concessions 
was chosen by 5%.   This would be consistent with information in the literature review that 
indicates competitive foods (including those in vending machines) are the most difficult part 
of the school environment to change. 
To the best of their knowledge, the nutrition education component of their wellness 
policy was being implemented before the Farm to School program was put in place in 55% of 
the schools.  Thirty percent did not know if it had been implemented prior to Farm to School 
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and 15% said it was not being implemented before the Farm to School program (see Figure 
15). 	  Although more than half of the respondents indicated the nutrition education 
component was being implemented prior to the Farm to School program was put in place, the 
vast majority (90%) also indicate it is helping meet the goals of the school LWP.  This would 
be solid evidence indicating a Farm to School program can play a positive role in helping 
meet the school LWP objectives while also providing connections for SFSP to get local 
products for student meals and snacks. 
For those schools that currently have a Farm to School program, it seems highly 
likely they will retain the program, and slightly over half will increase the frequency of the 
program in their building.  Of those who responded, most chose multiple activities as their 
answer to this question (see Figure 16).   
 Although not directly related to the objectives of the school LWP, half the 
respondents felt there were noticeable positive behavior changes in the students since 
implementing a Farm to School activity, which indicates it has the potential to also create 
significant positive change in the school environment. In addition, 41% of the respondents 
noted an increase in parental involvement at their school as a result of Farm to School 
activities.  Having the support of families is another dynamic that would contribute positively 
to the school environment and to buy-in to changes in nutrition and other components of the 
school LWP.  While not as large a percentage as the positive student behavior change or the 
parental involvement, it still seems a move in the right direction when 24% of the 
respondents have seen an increase in school lunch participation as a result of locally grown 
products being served.   
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Of course, the true goal of both the school LWP and Farm to School programs is 
healthier students, which is another reason a standard set of measurements would be 
valuable.  Tracking changes in student health and academic success could provide powerful 
tools in support of both the legislation and programs like Farm to School.   
 In Iowa, one third of the schools have a Farm to School program (according to the 
most recent USDA census). This measure is consistent with the response rate of the survey – 
30% indicated they currently participated in Farm to School programs.  For the schools that 
have the program, from the responses in the survey, it seems those respondents see the value 
of the program and do believe it can help them meet their school LWP objectives. This 
would also be consistent with information I gained in a conversation with Emily Neal, who is 
the School Outreach Coordinator for the Northeast Iowa Food and Fitness Initiative, a 
coalition of diverse stakeholders in six counties in northeast Iowa who focus on providing 
healthy, local food and the opportunity for physical activity each day.  There are no trends or 
connections between different demographic variables and having a Farm to School program. 
Neither is there a connection between the demographic information and having a school 
LWP on file.   
Findings suggest there is a statistically significant relationship (p-value equal to or less 
than 0.05) between seven sets of cross tabulated variables. While no direct causal link can be 
made, this data indicates that a Farm to School program in the building has a significant 
relationship with an increase in lunch participation.  And, with the increase in student lunch 
participation, there is a relationship between that and positive student behavior and between 
the lunch participation and an increase in parental involvement.  All of these relationships 
show the probability that a healthier food environment can have positive benefits to students 
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and their families.  In addition, maintaining or increasing the number of Farm to School 
programs is seen to help meet the goals of the school LWP. Once a Farm to School program 
is in the building, there is statistically significant data to show the desire to increase Farm to 
School programs.  Finally, increasing the number of Farm to School programs/activities and 
increasing the frequency of activities is another significant relationship.   
School Local Wellness Policy Assessment Team 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Principal   
 
18 60% 
2 School nurse   
 
17 57% 
3 Curriculum coordinator    7 23% 
4 Parent/Volunteer   
 
6 20% 
5 School Food Service Staff    16 53% 
6 Teacher   
 
12 40% 
7 Other   
 
10 33% 
Figure 13 shows the number and type of persons who make up the school LWP 
assessment team 
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Farm to School Programs Currently Implemented In Respondent Schools: 
# Answer   
 
Respons
e % 
1 Serving local food products in school meals    13 65% 
2 
Serving local food products in 
classrooms (snacks, taste tests, 
educational tools) 
  
 
10 50% 
3 
Conducting educational activities related 
to local food such as farmers in the 
classroom, field trips to farms, farmers' 
markets or food processing facilities, and 
educational sessions for parents and 
community members 
  
 
11 55% 
4 Creating and tending school gardens (growing edible fruits and vegetables)    13 65% 
5 
Using cafeteria food coaches (e.g. adults 
or students in the cafeteria encouraging 
kids to eat healthy/local foods) 
  
 
4 20% 
6 
Promoting locally produced foods at 
school in general (e.g. via cafeteria 
signs, posters, newsletters, etc.) 
  
 
6 30% 
7 
Hosting community events (e.g. invited 
parents to lunch, corn shucking contests, 
etc.) 
  
 
4 20% 
8 Celebrating Farm to School Month (October)    4 20% 
9 
Integrating Farm to School concepts into 
educational curriculum (math, science, 
language arts, etc.) 
  
 
7 35% 
10 Vending/Concessions   
 
1 5% 
11 Other (Please describe)   
 
0 0% 
Figure 14 shows the different types of Farm to School programs currently being 
implemented in respondents’ schools 
 
  
Implementation of School Local Wellness Policy before Farm to School Program 
Implementation: 
 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
11 55% 
2 No   
 
3 15% 
3 Don't know   
 
6 30% 
 Total  20 100% 
Figure 15 indicates respondents’ view of the impact of Farm to School on the 
implementation of the school LWP 
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Respondents’ Choice(s) of Farm to School Programs to Add to Building Priorities: 
1 Serving local food products in school meals    12 52% 
2 
Serving local food products in 
classrooms (snacks, taste tests, 
educational tools) 
  
 
14 61% 
3 
Conducting educational activities 
related to local food such as 
farmers in the classroom, field trips 
to farms, farmers' markets or food 
processing facilities, and 
educational sessions for parents 
and community members 
  
 
16 70% 
4 
Creating and tending school 
gardens (growing edible fruits and 
vegetables) 
  
 
14 61% 
5 
Using cafeteria food coaches (e.g. 
adults or students in the cafeteria 
encouraging kids to eat 
healthy/local foods) 
  
 
6 26% 
6 
Promoting locally produced foods 
at school in general (e.g. via 
cafeteria signs, posters, 
newsletters, etc.) 
  
 
9 39% 
7 
Hosting community events (e.g. 
invited parents to lunch, corn 
shucking contests, etc.) 
  
 
9 39% 
8 Celebrating Farm to School Month (October)    14 61% 
9 
Integrating Farm to School 
concepts into educational 
curriculum (math, science, 
language arts, etc.) 
  
 
6 26% 
10 Vending/Concessions   
 
4 17% 
11 Other (Please describe)   
 
0 0% 
Figure 16 shows the type of Farm to School programs respondents would choose when 
considering adding more programs to their building priorities 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION  
Summary 
 The goal of this project was to determine if there was a direct link between Iowa 
elementary schools that currently have a Farm to School program and its impact on the 
implementation of the school LWP.  Information from the respondents of the survey 
indicates in schools that have a Farm to School program, the principals (those in charge of 
meeting the school LWP objectives), believe it helps them meet some of the school LWP 
goals.  Also, those who currently have a Farm to School program are interested in increasing 
the program, either through number of activities offered or the frequency of offering them, 
which would indicate they see value in what the program can do for the students.   
Both Farm to School and school LWPs are still relatively new.  The school LWPs are 
mandated and must include several objectives dealing with nutrition education, standards for 
school meals, snacks and competitive foods, physical activity and assessment, evaluation and 
public disclosure. Farm to School has a broader mission statement, but within its mission is a 
nutrition education component that has many resources available.   
Limitations 
 Although school principals were targeted to address as much reporting error as 
possible, there still could have been either reporting error or bias based on their desire to 
provide positive data.  There were no follow-up calls or visits to validate the responses.  The 
questions were very basic, and quite general, so the data available is more likely to provide a 
beginning foundation for more specific projects.  This is both a limitation and a strength. 
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Application 
 Through this research project the primary theme from the results is that there is not a 
significant body of evaluation information currently available on either the school LWP, the 
Farm to School program, or any connections between the two.  However, the information 
provided did show that in schools that have a Farm to School program, the principals (those 
in charge of meeting the school LWP objectives) believe it helps them meet some of the 
school LWP goals.  Also, those who currently have a Farm to School program are more 
interested in increasing the program, either through number of activities offered or the 
frequency of offering them, which would indicate they see value in what the program can do 
for the students.    
 In Iowa and across the nation healthier school lunches remain at the forefront of 
priorities and planning for the future. Many of the Farm to School programs have the hands-
on component (school gardens, farm tours, etc.), which show the value of connecting 
students directly to how and where their food is grown.  When they have that connection, 
they are more willing to try different foods.   
As with any new regulation that is trying to address a significant problem, like 
childhood obesity and the health issues that accompany it, there will be much trial and error 
to make the changes necessary to reverse the trend.  If programs like Farm to School are able 
to help navigate some of the obstacles and provide templates and resources without 
reinventing the wheel, it seems much good could come of the connection.   
Future Research 
 There are several areas of additional research that could be pursued as it relates to 
Farm to School programs and the implementation of school LWP, but two of the most 
	   51 
compelling were put forth at the end of Chapter 4.  Although the responses in the survey do 
mirror the population, it was a small sample, and there was a very limited amount of data 
from large schools.  Yet, through other sources, it is clear that many of the large school 
districts do have Farm to School programs in some or all of their elementary school 
buildings.  There could be many reasons for lack of response from large school principals, 
but having their data could be very important to creating a more persuasive argument for 
beginning or increasing a Farm to School program.  The second area of study that could 
provide helpful information to principals or school LWP teams is knowing which 
components of a Farm to School program have the most substantial impact on the food 
environment in a school.   
Others include: the value of a national template for the school LWP, the value of an 
evaluation template for the school LWP and another for Farm to School, to include a section 
that addressed outside programs that contribute positively to meeting the school LWP 
objectives; the connection between positive student behavior and having a Farm to School 
program in the building; increased parental involvement in a building with Farm to School; 
and, the impacts on the local food service workers with a Farm to School program in the 
building. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Farm to School and School Wellness Policy Implementation Survey 
 
Dear Participants: 
My name is Lynn Heuss and I am a graduate student at Iowa State University conducting 
research on Farm to School programs and school wellness policy implementation in Iowa 
elementary schools.  
 
I am inviting you to participate in research on how schools are making decisions to meet 
USDA requirements to develop and implement school wellness policies that include a 
nutrition component.  Results will be shared electronically with respondents and other 
stakeholders to help school wellness policy decision-makers implement effective wellness 
practices and programs.   
 
Because you are a principal at more than one school, please choose the one at which you 
spend the majority of your time.  If all things are equal, please simply choose the school you 
wish to use for this survey.  
 
To participate, please take a few minutes to complete the following survey.  If you have any 
questions prior to beginning, you can contact me at leheuss@iastate.edu. 
 
Purpose of the study: This study aims to examine the impact of a Farm to School 
program/project on the implementation effectiveness of your building wellness policy. 
 
Results of the study will look at whether elementary schools with a Farm to School program 
are able to use that program to complete some, or all, of the requirements of the building's 
school wellness policy.  Direct positive benefits for implementation of a school wellness 
policy through use of the Farm to School program components will be useful information for 
principals and other administrators. 
 
Description of Procedures: The online survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. You 
do not have to answer any questions you do not wish to answer and you can stop 
participating at any point.   
 
Risks: There are no foreseeable risks from participating in this study.  
Participant Rights: Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You may refuse 
to participate or leave the survey at any time.   
Confidentiality: All the information gathered in this study will be kept confidential. No 
reference will be made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study.  Your 
survey responses will be anonymous and confidential. All survey results will be pooled with 
analysis presented in summary form.  
 
This study was exempted by the Institutional Review Board at Iowa State University (IRB ID 
14-215).  If you have any questions, please contact the IRB Administrator (515.294.4566, 
IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, 515.294.3115, Office of Research Assurances, 1138 Pearson 
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Hall, Iowa State University, Ames, IA, 50010), or my advisor, Dr. David Peterson at 
daveamp@iastate.edu. 
 
Are you willing to participate?      
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  If	  Yes	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  Are	  you	  the	  building	  level	  authority	  ...If	  No	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  Thank	  you	  for	  participating	  in	  this	  s...	  
 
The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004 required each local education 
agency participating in the National School Lunch Program or School Breakfast Program to 
establish a local school wellness policy by the year 2006.  In the 2010 Healthy, Hunger Free 
Kids Act, a few new elements were added which expanded the policies, brought in new 
stakeholders and required evaluation of the implementation of the policy. For this survey, 
please answer the questions based on whatever policy you use - building level or district 
level if you do not have a specific policy for your building. You will now be asked a few 
questions regarding the applicable school wellness policy. Are you the person, or are you part 
of the team, who is responsible for the implementation of the wellness policy used in your 
building? If yes, please write in your job title or role, i.e. principal, teacher, food service, 
parent/volunteer, etc. 
m Yes	  (1)	  ____________________	  
m No	  (2)	  
 
Does the applicable school wellness policy include nutrition education goals such as nutrition 
education in health class or core subject classes, or such as providing developmentally and 
culturally relevant participatory activities such as taste-testing, school gardens, etc.?   
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
 
Do you or the team responsible for implementing the wellness policy in your building have a 
plan for assessing the effectiveness of the applicable school wellness policy?  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  If	  Yes	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  Does	  the	  plan	  for	  measuring	  implement...If	  No	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  Do	  you	  have	  any	  kind	  of	  Farm	  to	  Schoo...	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Who is responsible for assessing the effectiveness of the applicable school wellness policy? 
If there is a team who does this, and if there is someone other than the choices already given, 
would you please check "other" and write in their title under that answer? You may choose 
more than one answer. 
q Principal	  (1)	  
q School	  nurse	  (2)	  
q Curriculum	  coordinator	  (3)	  
q Parent/Volunteer	  (4)	  
q School	  Food	  Service	  Staff	  (5)	  
q Teacher	  (6)	  
q Other	  (7)	  ____________________	  
 
Does your school building currently participate in or offer a Farm to School Program?  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  If	  Yes	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  Farm	  to	  School	  Program	  If	  No	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  If	  not,	  do	  you	  anticipate	  beginning	  a...	  
 
If you answered "yes," which Farm to School programs did your school building participate 
in or offer during the past three school years (2011-2014)? 
q Serving	  local	  food	  products	  in	  school	  meals	  (1)	  
q Serving	  local	  food	  products	  in	  classrooms	  (snacks,	  taste	  tests,	  educational	  tools)	  (2)	  
q Conducting	  educational	  activities	  related	  to	  local	  food	  such	  as	  farmers	  in	  the	  classroom,	  field	  trips	  to	  farms,	  farmers'	  markets	  or	  food	  processing	  facilities,	  and	  educational	  sessions	  for	  parents	  and	  community	  members	  (3)	  
q Creating	  and	  tending	  school	  gardens	  (growing	  edible	  fruits	  and	  vegetables)	  (4)	  
q Using	  cafeteria	  food	  coaches	  (e.g.	  adults	  or	  students	  in	  the	  cafeteria	  encouraging	  kids	  to	  eat	  healthy/local	  foods)	  (5)	  
q Promoting	  locally	  produced	  foods	  at	  school	  in	  general	  (e.g.	  via	  cafeteria	  signs,	  posters,	  newsletters,	  etc.)	  (6)	  
q Hosting	  community	  events	  (e.g.	  invited	  parents	  to	  lunch,	  corn	  shucking	  contests,	  etc.)	  (7)	  
q Celebrating	  Farm	  to	  School	  Month	  (October)	  (8)	  
q Integrating	  Farm	  to	  School	  concepts	  into	  educational	  curriculum	  (math,	  science,	  language	  arts,	  etc.)	  (9)	  
q Vending/Concessions	  (10)	  
q Other	  (Please	  describe)	  (11)	  ____________________	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To the best of your knowledge, was the nutrition education component of your wellness 
policy being implemented before the Farm to School program was put in place?  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
m Don't	  know	  (3)	  
 
In your opinion, has the Farm to School program component used in your building helped 
meet the goals of your school wellness policy?  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
 
Do you plan to maintain the current Farm to School activities?  
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
 
Do you plan to increase the frequency of current Farm to School program activities? 
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
 
Do you plan to increase the number or types of Farm to School program activities in your 
building? 
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  If	  Yes	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  Which	  of	  these	  programs	  would	  you	  con...If	  No	  Is	  Selected,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  The	  following	  represent	  some	  question...	  
 
If you answered "yes," which of these Farm to School programs would you consider? 
 
In your opinion, have teachers in your building noticed positive behavior changes among 
students since implementation of the Farm to School activities? 
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
 
In your opinion, has parental involvement at the school increased as a result of any Farm to 
School activities? 
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	  
 
In your opinion, has there been an increase in students' participation in the lunch program 
with inclusion of locally grown products served? 
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	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The following represent some questions to determine demographics. Which of the following 
racial and ethnic categories do you most identify with? You may choose more than one. 
q African	  American	  (1)	  
q Native	  American	  (2)	  
q Hispanic	  or	  Latino	  (3)	  
q White	  (4)	  
q Asian/Pacific	  Islander	  (5)	  
q Other	  (6)	  
 
Which of the following range includes your age? 
m 20-­‐30	  (1)	  
m 31-­‐40	  (2)	  
m 41-­‐50	  (3)	  
m 51-­‐60	  (4)	  
m 61-­‐70	  (5)	  
m 71-­‐80	  (6)	  
 
What is your gender? 
m Male	  (1)	  
m Female	  (2)	  
 
What is the highest degree earned? 
m Some	  high	  school,	  no	  diploma	  (1)	  
m High	  school	  graduate,	  diploma	  or	  equivalent	  (for	  example:	  GED)	  (2)	  
m Some	  college	  credit,	  no	  degree	  (3)	  
m Trade/technical/vocational	  training	  (4)	  
m Associate	  degree	  (5)	  
m Bachelor's	  degree	  (6)	  
m Master's	  degree	  (7)	  
m Professional	  degree	  (8)	  
m Doctorate	  degree	  (9)	  
 
If you are the principal, how long (number of years) have you been a principal at your current 
school?  If	  you	  are	  the	  principal,	  h...	  Is	  Not	  Empty,	  Then	  Skip	  To	  Prior	  to	  serving	  as	  principal	  of	  your...	  
 
Prior to serving as principal of your current school, were you a principal at a different 
school? 
m Yes	  (1)	  
m No	  (2)	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Which of the following best describes the location of your school?  
m Rural	  -­‐	  town/city	  size	  <	  11,000	  (1)	  
m Suburban	  -­‐	  town/city	  size	  	  (2)	  
m Urban	  -­‐	  city	  size	  >35,001	  (3)	  
 
What is the size of the student body of your building? 
m (1)	  
m 101-­‐250	  (2)	  
m 251-­‐500	  (3)	  
m 501-­‐750	  (4)	  
 
What is your approximate district enrollment? 
 
What are the grade levels in your building? Check all that apply. 
q Kindergarten	  (1)	  
q First	  Grade	  (2)	  
q Second	  Grade	  (3)	  
q Third	  Grade	  (4)	  
q Fourth	  Grade	  (5)	  
q Fifth	  Grade	  (6)	  
q Six	  Grade	  (7)	  
 
What percent of students at your school qualify for free or reduced price lunch this school 
year (2013-14)? 
 
Thank you for participating in this survey.  
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APPENDIX C 
Wellness Policy Updates 
With the passage of the Healthy Hunger Free Kids Act of 2010, the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
recently updated their model Local Wellness Policy (LWP) to include new policy requirements for 
school districts. The LWP is to:  
• Include goals for nutrition promotion;  
• Permit PE teachers and school health professionals to participate in the development of the 
LWP;  
• Provide for continued participation, by the Wellness Committee, in implementation and 
periodic update and review of the LWP;  
• Inform and update the public (including parents, students and others in the community) about 
the content and implementation of the LWP;  
• Measure periodically and make available to the public an assessment on the implementation 
of the LWP, including the extent to which schools are in compliance with LWP, the extent to 
which the local LWP compares to the model LWP (available at the following link: 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/tn/healthy/wellnesspolicy.html, and the progress made in attaining 
goals of the LWP. IASB has amended policy 507.9, Wellness Policy, to include the new 
requirements. Boards should include the updated language in their plans. The new language is 
underlined. No language was removed. Boards are encouraged to adopt the updated policy as 
soon as possible as the new law was in effect upon its adoption. Since boards already have a 
policy, these minor, mandatory requirements should be able to be done at one reading unless 
board policy states otherwise.  
IASB, in collaboration with the Iowa Department of Education Bureau of Nutrition and Health 
Services: http://educateiowa.gov/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2467:school- 
wellness&catid=59:nutrition-programs&Itemid=4556, updated its sample policy in Appendix A. 
Boards are recommended to make and implement the attached changes in order to be in compliance 
with new federal requirements. When the IDE nutrition bureau or federal USDA are conducting site 
visits, they will be looking for these updates.  
Note: This publication is designed to provide accurate and authoritative information in regard to 
the subject matter covered. It is furnished with the understanding that the Association is not 
engaged in rendering legal or other professional services. If legal advice or other expert assistance 
is required, the services of a competent professional should be sought.  
© - Iowa Association of School Boards, 2012  
CHECK IT OUT: Whether you are revising or developing a new board policy, review your collective 
bargaining agreement, consider the traditions and beliefs of your school district, and contact your school 
attorney before adopting it.  
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Code No. 507.9  
Page 1 of 2  
WELLNESS POLICY 
The board promotes healthy students by supporting wellness, good nutrition and regular physical 
activity as a part of the total learning environment. The school district supports a healthy environment 
where students learn and participate in positive dietary and lifestyle practices. By facilitating learning 
through the support and promotion of good nutrition and physical activity, schools contribute to the 
basic health status of students. Improved health optimizes student performance potential.  
The school district provides a comprehensive learning environment for developing and practicing 
lifelong wellness behaviors. The entire school environment, not just the classroom, shall be aligned 
with healthy school district goals to positively influence a student's understanding, beliefs and habits 
as they relate to good nutrition and regular physical activity.  
The school district supports and promotes proper dietary habits contributing to students' health status 
and academic performance. All foods available on school grounds and at school-sponsored activities 
during the instructional day should meet or exceed the school district nutrition standards and in 
compliance with state and federal law. Foods should be served with consideration toward nutritional 
integrity, variety, appeal, taste, safety and packaging to ensure high-quality meals. See the DE 
guidance on Healthy Kids Act,  
The school district will make every effort to eliminate any social stigma attached to, and prevent the 
overt identification of, students who are eligible for free and reduced-price meals. Toward this end, 
the school district may utilize electronic identification and payment systems; provide meals at no 
charge to all children, regardless of income; promote the availability of meals to all students; and/or 
use nontraditional methods for serving meals, such as "grab-and-go" or classroom breakfast.  
The school district will develop a local wellness policy committee comprised of parents, students, and 
representatives of the school food authority, the school board, school administrators, and the public, 
physical education teachers, and school health professionals. The local wellness policy committee 
will develop a plan to implement the local wellness policy and periodically review and update the 
policy. The committee will designate an individual to monitor implementation and evaluation the 
implementation of the policy. The committee will report annually to the board and community 
regarding the content and effectiveness of this policy and recommend updates if needed. When 
monitoring implementation, schools will be evaluated individually with reports prepared by each 
school and the school district as a whole. The report will include which schools are in compliance 
with this policy, the extent to which this policy compares to model Wellness policies and describe the 
progress made in achieving the goals of this policy.  
Specific Wellness Goals (boards need to insert their specific goals here) 
 specific goals for nutrition education and promotion, (see Appendix A) 
 physical activity, (see Appendix B) 
 other school-based activities that are designed to promote student wellness, (see Appendix C)  
Approved ___________ Reviewed _______________ Revised ______________  
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WELLNESS POLICY 
The nutrition guidelines for all foods available will focus on promoting student health and reducing 
childhood obesity [at each school building OR in the school district].The board will monitor and 
evaluate this policy by (The board needs to insert its monitoring and evaluation process - see 
Appendix E).  
Note: This policy is written to require a school wellness committee. The committee is not required 
by the federal law. The school district is merely required to consult with a specific group of 
individuals. Boards not choosing to have a committee need to re-write the fifth paragraph to reflect 
the school district’s practice.  
For more detailed discussion of this issue, see IASB's Policy Primers, April 28, 2012, May 27, 2010 
and October 17, 2005.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Legal Reference: Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act, 42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq. (2005) Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966, 42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq., 
Iowa Code 256.7(29), 256.11(6) 
281 IAC 12.5(19), 12.5(20), 58.11  
Cross Reference:  504.5 Student Fund Raising  
504.6 Student Activity Program 
710 School Food Services  
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         Appendix A 
 
NUTRITION EDUCATION AND PROMOTION 
 
The school district will provide nutrition education and engage in nutrition promotion that:  
  is offered at each grade level as part of a sequential, comprehensive, standards-based 
program designed to provide students with the knowledge and skills necessary to promote 
and protect their health;  
  is part of not only health education classes, but also classroom instruction in subjects such 
as math, science, language arts, social sciences and elective subjects;  
  includes enjoyable, developmentally appropriate, culturally relevant participatory 
activities, such as contests, promotions, taste-testing, farm visits and school gardens;  
  promotes fruits, vegetables, whole-grain products, low-fat and fat-free dairy products, 
healthy food preparation methods and health-enhancing nutrition practices;  
  emphasizes caloric balance between food intake and physical activity;  
  links with meal programs, other foods and nutrition-related community services; and,  
  includes training for teachers and other staff.  
Note: The above goals are samples. School districts can choose whatever goals they want based 
upon their individual school district needs assessments. The law only requires one goal but the 
school district can choose as many as it sees appropriate for its school district and students.  
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PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
Daily Physical Education  
The school district will provide physical education that: 
• is for all students in grades K-12 for the entire school year; 
• is taught by a certified physical education teacher; 
• includes students with disabilities, students with special health-care needs may be provided in 
alternative educational settings; and, 
• engages students in moderate to vigorous activity during at least 50 percent of physical 
education class time. 
 
(The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention recommends at least 150 minutes a week for 
elementary students and 225 minutes a week for middle and high school students);  
Daily Recess  
Elementary schools should provide recess for students that:  
 is at least 20 minutes a day; 
 is preferably outdoors;  
  encourages moderate to vigorous physical activity verbally and through the provision of                                                                
space and equipment; and, 
  discourages extended periods (i.e., periods of two or more hours) of inactivity.  
When activities, such as mandatory school-wide testing, make it necessary for students to remain 
indoors for long periods of time, schools should give students periodic breaks during which they are 
encouraged to stand and be moderately active.  
Physical Activity and Punishment  
Employees should not use physical activity (e.g., running laps, pushups) or withhold opportunities for 
physical activity (e.g., recess, physical education) as punishment.  
Note - Iowa law now requires elementary students, K-5, to have 30 minutes of physical activity, not physical 
education, per day. This requirement can be met through a combination of PE, recess, classroom and other 
activities. Middle and high school students must have at least 120 minutes of physical activity per week. 
Again this is not just physical education but can be met with a combination of PE, school and non-school 
sponsored athletics and other activities where the body is exerted. Should a student wish to meet the 
requirement outside of school, the student and school district must have an agreement detailing the outside 
activity. A physical activity sample agreement may be found on IASB's Web site at: http://www.ia-
sb.org/WorkArea/showcontent.aspx?id=7768 or the Iowa Department of Education Healthy Kids Act.  
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Optional Issues  
Physical Activity Opportunities after School  
After-school child care and enrichment programs will provide and encourage—verbally, and through 
the provision of space, equipment and activities—daily periods of moderate to vigorous physical 
activity for all participants.  
Note: The above goals are samples. School districts can choose whatever goals they want based upon their 
individual school district needs assessments. The law only requires one goal but the school district can 
choose as many as it sees appropriate for its school district and students.  
These sample goals are divided between those required by federal law, during the school day, and others. 
Boards can determine to what extent it wants its goals to reach beyond the school day.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IASB POLICY REFERENCE MANUAL - 2012  
	   69 
         Code No. 507.9 
         Appendix C 
         Page 1 of 2 
OTHER SCHOOL-BASED ACTIVITIES THAT PROMOTE STUDENT WELLNESS  
Integrating Physical Activity into Classroom Settings  
For students to receive the nationally recommended amount of daily physical activity and for students 
to fully embrace regular physical activity as a personal behavior, students need opportunities for 
physical activity beyond the physical education class. Toward that end, the school district will:  
  offer classroom health education that complements physical education by reinforcing the 
knowledge and self-management skills needed to maintain a physically active lifestyle and to 
reduce time spent on sedentary activities;  
  discourage sedentary activities, such as watching television, playing computer games, 
etc.;  
  provide opportunities for physical activity to be incorporated into other subject lessons; 
and,  
  encourage classroom teachers to provide short physical activity breaks between lessons or 
classes, as appropriate.  
Communication with Parents  
Optional Issues  
The school district will support parents’ efforts to provide a healthy diet and daily physical activity 
for their children. The school district will:  
  offer healthy eating seminars for parents, send home nutrition information, post nutrition 
tips on school web sites and provide nutrient analyses of school menus;  
  encourage parents to pack healthy lunches and snacks and to refrain from including 
beverages and foods that do not meet the established nutrition standards for individual foods 
and beverages;  
  provide parents a list of foods that meet the school district’s snack standards and ideas for 
healthy celebrations/parties, rewards and fundraising activities;  
  provide opportunities for parents to share their healthy food practices with others in the 
school community;  
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  provide information about physical education and other school-based physical activity 
opportunities before, during and after the school day;  
  support parents’ efforts to provide their children with opportunities to be physically active 
outside of school; and,  
  include sharing information about physical activity and physical education through a web 
site, newsletter, other take-home materials, special events or physical education homework.  
Food Marketing in Schools  
School-based marketing will be consistent with nutrition education and health promotion. 
The school district will:  
  limit food and beverage marketing to the promotion of foods and beverages that 
meet the nutrition standards for meals or for foods and beverages sold individually;  
  prohibit school-based marketing of brands promoting predominantly low-
nutrition foods and beverages;  
  promote healthy foods, including fruits, vegetables, whole grains, and low-fat 
dairy products; and  
  market activities that promote healthful behaviors(and are there fore allowable) 
including: vending machine covers promoting water; pricing structures that promote 
healthy options in a la carte lines or vending machines; sales of fruit for fundraisers; 
and coupons for discount gym memberships.  
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OTHER SCHOOL-BASED ACTIVITIES THAT PROMOTE STUDENT WELLNESS 
Examples: Marketing techniques include the following: logos and brand names on/in 
vending machines, books or curricula, textbook covers, school supplies, scoreboards, school 
structures, and sports equipment; educational incentive programs that provide food as a 
reward; programs that provide schools with supplies when families buy low-nutrition food 
products; in-school television, such as Channel One; free samples or coupons; and food sales 
through fundraising activities.  
Staff Wellness  
The school district values the health and well-being of every staff member and will plan and 
implement activities and policies that support personal efforts by staff to maintain a healthy lifestyle. 
Each school should:  
  establish and maintain a staff wellness committee composed of at least one staff member, 
local hospital representative, dietitian or other health professional, recreation program 
representative, union representative and employee benefits specialist;  
  develop, promote and oversee a multifaceted plan to promote staff health and wellness 
developed by the staff wellness committee;  
  base the plan on input solicited from employees and outline ways to encourage healthy 
eating, physical activity and other elements of a healthy lifestyle among employees.  
Note: The above goals are samples. School districts can choose whatever goals they want based 
upon their individual school district needs assessments. The law only requires one goal but the 
school district can choose as many as it sees appropriate for its school district and students.  
These sample goals are divided between those required by federal law, during the school day, and 
others. Boards can determine to what extent it wants its goals to reach beyond the school day.  
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NUTRITION GUIDELINES FOR ALL FOODS AVAILABLE ON CAMPUS 
School Meals  
Meals served through the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs will:    
• be appealing and attractive to children;  
  be served in clean and pleasant settings;  
  meet, at a minimum, nutrition requirements established by state and federal law:  
  offer a variety of fruits and vegetables, legumes and whole grains;  
  serve only low-fat (1%) and fat-free milk and nutritionally equivalent non-dairy 
alternatives(as defined by the USDA);  
Schools should:  
  engage students and parents, through taste-tests of new entrees and surveys, in selecting foods 
offered through the meal programs in order to identify new, healthful and appealing food choices; 
and,  
  share information about the nutritional content of meals with parents and students. (The 
information could be made available on menus, a web site, on cafeteria menu boards, placards or 
other point-of- purchase materials.)  
Breakfast  
To ensure that all children have breakfast, either at home or at school, in order to meet their 
nutritional needs and enhance their ability to learn, schools will:  
  operate the breakfast program, to the extent possible;  
  arrange bus schedules and utilize methods to serve breakfasts that encourage participation, 
including serving breakfast in the classroom, “grab-and-go” breakfasts or breakfast during 
morning break or recess, to the extent possible;  
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  encourage parents to provide a healthy breakfast for their children through newsletter articles, 
take- home materials or other means.  
Free and Reduced-Priced Meals  
The school district will make every effort to eliminate any social stigma attached to, and prevent the 
overt identification of, students who are eligible for free and reduced-price meals. Toward this end, 
the school district may:  
 utilize electronic identification and payment systems; 
 provide meals at no charge to all children, regardless of income; and,  
 promote the availability of meals to all students.  
Meal Times and Scheduling  
The school district:  
  will provide students with at least 10 minutes to eat after sitting down for breakfast and 20 
minutes after sitting down for lunch;  
  should schedule meal periods at appropriate times, e.g., lunch should be scheduled 
between 11 a.m. and 1 p.m.; should not schedule tutoring, club or organizational meetings or 
activities during mealtimes, unless students may eat during such activities;  
  will schedule lunch periods to follow recess periods (in elementary schools);  
  will provide students access to hand washing or hand sanitizing before they eat meals 
or snacks; and,  
  should take reasonable steps to accommodate the tooth-brushing regimens of students 
with special oral health needs (e.g., orthodontia or high tooth decay risk).  
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NUTRITION GUIDELINES FOR ALL FOODS AVAILABLE ON CAMPUS 
Qualification of Food Service Staff  
Qualified nutrition professionals will administer the meal programs. As part of the school district’s 
responsibility to operate a food service program, the school district will:  
• provide continuing professional development for all nutrition professionals; and, 
• provide staff development programs that include appropriate certification and/or training 
programs for child nutrition directors, nutrition managers and cafeteria workers, according to 
their levels of responsibility.  
Sharing of Foods  
The school district discourages students from sharing their foods or beverages with one another 
during meal or snack times, given concerns about allergies and other restrictions on some children’s 
diets.  
Foods Sold Outside the Meal (e.g. vending, a la carte, sales)  
All foods and beverages sold individually outside the reimbursable meal programs (including those 
sold through a la carte [snack] lines, vending machines, student stores or fundraising activities) during 
the school day, or through programs for students after the school day will meet nutrition standards as 
required by state or federal law. For current state guidelines, click here: 
http://educateiowa.gov/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1769&catid=838&Itemid=
2545.  
Fundraising Activities  
There are two types of fundraising – regulated and other. Regulated fundraisers are those that offer 
the sale of foods or beverages on school property and that are targeted primarily to PK-12 students by 
or through other PK-12 students, student groups, school organizations, or through on-campus school 
stores. Regulated fundraising activities must comply with the state nutrition guidelines. All other 
fundraising activities are encouraged, but not required, to comply with the state nutrition guidelines if 
the activities involve foods and beverages.  
The school district encourages fundraising activities that promote physical activity. The school 
district will make available a list of ideas for acceptable fundraising activities.  
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Snacks  
Snacks served during the school day or in after-school care or enrichment programs will make a 
positive contribution to children’s diets and health, with an emphasis on serving fruits and vegetables 
as the primary snacks and water as the primary beverage. Schools will assess if and when to offer 
snacks based on timing of meals, children’s nutritional needs, children’s ages and other 
considerations. The school district will disseminate a list of healthful snack items to teachers, after-
school program personnel and parents.  
If eligible, schools that provide snacks through after-school programs will pursue receiving 
reimbursements through the National School Lunch Program.  
Rewards  
The school district will not use foods or beverages, especially those that do not meet the nutrition 
standards for foods and beverages sold individually, as rewards for academic performance or good 
behavior, and will not withhold food or beverages (including food served through meals) as a 
punishment.  
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Celebrations  
Schools should evaluate their celebrations practices that involve food during the school day. The 
school district will disseminate a list of healthy party ideas to parents and teachers.  
School-Sponsored Events  
Foods and beverages offered or sold at school-sponsored events outside the school day will are 
encouraged to meet the nutrition standards for meals or for foods and beverages sold individually.  
Food Safety  
All foods made available on campus adhere to food safety and security guidelines. 
 All foods made available on campus comply with the state and local food safety and sanitation 
regulations. Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) plans and guidelines are 
implemented to prevent food illness in schools. 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/tn/Resources/servingsafe_chapter6.pdf  
 For the safety and security of the food and facility, access to the food service operations are limited 
to child nutrition staff and authorized personnel.  
Summer Meals  
Schools in which more than 50 percent of students are eligible for free or reduced-price meals will 
sponsor the Summer Food Service Program for at least six weeks between the last day of the 
academic school year and the first day of the following school year, and, preferably, throughout the 
entire summer vacation.  
Note: The above goals are samples. School districts can choose whatever goals they want based upon their 
individual school district needs assessments. The law only requires one goal but the school district can 
choose as many as it sees appropriate for its school district and students.  
Schools are encouraged to follow guidelines similar to those outlined by state and federal law for foods sold 
outside the school day. Boards can determine to what extent it wants its goals to reach beyond the school day.  
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PLAN FOR MEASURING IMPLEMENTATION 
Monitoring  
The superintendent will ensure compliance with established school district-wide nutrition and 
physical activity wellness policies.  
In each school: 
 the principal will ensure compliance with those policies in the school and will report on the 
school’s compliance to the superintendent; and, 
 food service staff, at the school or school district level, will ensure compliance with nutrition 
policies within food service areas and will report on this matter to the superintendent or principal.  
In the school district: 
 the school district will report on the most recent USDA School Meals Initiative (SMI) review 
findings and any resulting changes. If the school district has not received a SMI review from the state 
agency within the past five years, the school district will request from the state agency that a SMI 
review be scheduled as soon as possible;  
  thesuperintendentwilldevelopasummaryreporteverythreeyearsonschooldistrict-wide 
compliance with the school district’s established nutrition and physical activity wellness 
policies, based on input from schools within the school district; and,  
  the report will be provided to the school board and also distributed to all school wellness 
committees, parent/teacher organizations, principals and health services personnel in the 
school district.  
Policy Review  
To help with the initial development of the school district’s wellness policies, each school in the 
school district will conduct a baseline assessment of the school’s existing nutrition and physical 
activity environments and practices. The results of those school-by-school assessments will be 
compiled at the school district level to identify and prioritize needs.  
Assessments will be repeated every _______ years to help review policy compliance, assess progress 
and determine areas in need of improvement. As part of that review, the school district will review the 
nutrition and physical activity policies and practices and the provision of an environment that 
supports healthy eating and physical activity. The school district, and individual schools within the 
school district will, revise the wellness policies and develop work plans to facilitate their 
implementation.  
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